being considered (e.g., one judge might feel that highs were rather common, while another might feel they were rare). To our knowledge, Ford's (Pelz and Andrews, 1966) . A group of the scientists' peers and supervisors were asked to make qualitative discriminations (on a carefully defined dimension of technical contribution) among the members of a lab. They were instructed to judge only those members whose work they knew. And they were permitted to use as many qualitative categories as they chose, and to place as many people in each category as they thought appropriate.
In this case judges differed in the subsets of objects they evaluated, in the numbers of categories they used, in their distributions across these categories, and (sometimes) in the relative positions assigned to the scientists. Ford's procedure handled these data well and produced a single rank order among the scientists which could be used as a variable in subsequent analyses.
Other situations in which the procedure might be applied are easy to imagine. It where a¢j = number of times object i was preferred to object j; au = number of times object j was preferred to object i; and, ~&dquo; = number (weight) assigned to object i on the nth iteration. Assumptions For Ford's technique to yield a solution, the data must meet the following assumption: &dquo;In every possible partition of the objects into two non-empty subsets, some object in the second set has been preferred at least once to some object in the first set.&dquo; (Ford, 1957, p. 
